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Illustrations
The Federal Government came under public scrutiny for the apparently disorganized disaster response. The Government Accountability Office (GAO) after action report concluded that better planning across all levels of government would have assisted the overall preparedness and execution of the response efforts. 2 The disaster response was not completely inept. Prior staging of resources, rapid resource employment and ongoing programmatic recovery efforts showed elements of prior planning. (DHS) to establish a national planning system by appending Homeland Security Presidential Directive -8, Annex-I (National Planning). 5 Annex-I established a timeframe of two months in which to complete the national planning system. In haste, DHS adopted a joint military planning system as the model for the national planning system. On January 12, 2009, the president approved the Integrated Planning System (IPS) and it became the nation's first standardized national planning system. Adopting a military model, however, created difficulties for the national planning community. The White House National Security
Staff subsequently withdrew IPS in March 2010. Understanding IPS will highlight its successes and shortcomings, informing future efforts to create a national planning system.
To determine why the Integrated Planning System proved inadequate and was withdrawn so quickly, it is first necessary to review what the President's mandate required. Because the implementation of IPS proved too difficult suggests that not all national planning elements were included. It is necessary to examine the existing planning activities of the various departments and agencies prior to IPS. It is necessary to examine IPS both in comparison to its military origin and to the existing government planning activities. Comparing the existing planning activities with IPS requirement reveals that IPS failed to address essential crisis action and program planning elements required for a comprehensive approach to national planning. The government discontinued IPS as the national planning system because in focusing on developing a doctrine for deliberate plan writing it neglected the requirements for both 3 Post Katrina Emergency Reform Act of 2006 , Public Law 109-295-Oct 4, 2006 . 4 PKEMRA mandates each federal department and agency to build and maintain an operational planning capability. Many departments and agencies had to immediately seek and hire a cadre of planners to suffice the mandate. crisis action and program planning. Developing a national planning system that incorporates the concepts in deliberate, crisis and program planning models may provide a pathway to effective federal interagency planning.
The National Preparedness Mandate
It is the policy of the United States Government to enhance the preparedness of the nation to address natural and manmade threats. Terrorist attacks and natural disasters have provided the opportunity for all levels of government to practice their plans and learn from their experiences. Lessons learned from these events have led to several mandates for national preparedness since 2003. Reviewing and describing the various national preparedness mandates will set the baseline for understanding the motives behind IPS's quick demise. An underpinning theme to all national preparedness mandates is the requirement for planning. Requirements for the creation of a national planning system to support national preparedness demanded a hasty solution. Direction provided to DHS through the three mandates created confusion.
Some guidance is vague in the requirements. Other guidance was overly prescriptive and did not allow developers the flexibility to create a more comprehensive solution. Overall, the guidance provided to planning system developers contributed to the IPS failure.
In response to intergovernmental investigations into intelligence and failures in information sharing among federal and state agencies prior to the attack on America on September 11, 2001, President George W. Bush directed the creation of a unified system of national preparedness. 6 Homeland Security
Presidential Directive -8, National Preparedness (HSPD-8) established "policies to strengthen the preparedness of the United States to prevent and respond to threatened or actual domestic terrorist attacks, major disasters, and other emergencies by…outlining actions to strengthen preparedness capabilities of 6 The Government Accountability Office (GAO) provided an after action report concluding that better planning across all levels of government would have assisted the overall preparedness and execution of the response efforts. U.S. Hurricane, a mid-category storm. 10 Katrina was however massive, radiating 109 miles from its center.
7 HSPD-8, National Preparedness.
8 "The head of each Federal department or agency shall undertake actions to support the national preparedness goal, including adoption of quantifiable performance measures in the areas of training, planning, equipment, and exercises for Federal incident management and asset preparedness, to the extent permitted by law…" Ibid., 20.
9 A New York Times article highlights the federal, state and local response organizations in a three-way argument over control, resourcing and timeliness. Scott Shane, The New York Times, "After Failures, Government Officials Play Blame Game," September 5, 2005, http://wwwnytimes.com/2005/09/05/national/national special/05blame.html (accessed March 11, 2011) . 10 The scale was formulated in 1969 by Herbert Saffir, a consulting engineer, and Dr. Bob Simpson, director of the National Hurricane Center. The scale postulates damage to structures based upon sustained wind speed and storm surge height. As an example a Category III Hurricane, like Katrina, has sustained winds between 111 and 130 miles per hour and damage is predicted as "Some structural damage to small residences and utility buildings with a minor amount of curtainwall failures. Mobile homes are destroyed. Flooding near the coast destroys Louisiana, Mississippi and Alabama coastal residents who did not heed the previous day's mandatory evacuation orders soon wished they had as the powerful winds, rain and storm ravaged coastal population centers. Storm surge and post storm flooding from rainfall weakened and breached levies in the city of New Orleans, flooding 85% of the city.
11 Gulfport, Mississippi all but disappeared. PKEMRA sought to address the deficiencies in preparedness and response programs through additional funding. 18 Title VI within PL 109-295 provided for the creation and oversight of a comprehensive preparedness system. The comprehensive preparedness system sets a National Preparedness Goal, establishes a National Preparedness System, and provides the capabilities by which to achieve both. The purpose of the preparedness system is to support the existing National Response Plan (NRP 21 "(28) This Annex is intended to further enhance the preparedness of the United States by formally establishing a standard and comprehensive approach to national planning. It is meant to provide guidance for conducting planning in accordance with the Homeland Security Management System in the National Strategy for Homeland Security of 2007", U.S. President, Homeland Security Presidential Directive/HSPD-8, Annex-I, National Planning, (December 4, 2007) .
create a "family of plans", consisting of documents across the strategic, operational and tactical levels. provided the funding and specifically defined requirements for a national preparedness system. The appropriations bill itself listed the details of a planning system. Annex -I to HSPD -8 embellished the requirements for an Integrated Planning System focused on a national doctrine for writing of a family of deliberate plans. The three mandates for national preparedness and planning had not afforded DHS the appropriate time required to assess the status of planning within the federal government. Thus, the mandates helped create confusion and led to the adoption of an inadequate planning system. The IPS did standardized federal plan writing, but for only a year before its discontinuance. Planning went back to a voluntary activity within each federal government organization. In an act highlighting the importance of national integrated planning, President Obama's new directive has reaffirmed the overall policy and confirmed the goal of establishing a comprehensive approach to national preparedness and planning.
Presidential Policy Directive -8 gives greater latitude for the comprehensive approach to planning and allows time for developers to assess the planning activities already existing within the government.
Three Types of Government Planning Activities
Prior to Homeland Security Presidential Directive -8, Public Law 109-295 and Annex -I to HSPD -8 calling for a standardized national planning system, each federal government department and agency planned in support of its own requirements. Federal departments and agencies are willing to share their planning methodologies. A quick web search for federal government planning systems provides hundreds of results that cover all departments and agencies over a span of more than a decade.
Governments conduct planning for contingencies, crises, budget, work force and various other programs Research on planning throughout government organizations has highlighted three basic types of planning; deliberate, crisis action, and program planning. All of the planning types fundamentally fit within the construct of the Core Design Model. However, each type of planning defines its own process to assist decision-making. Additionally, each type of planning has characteristic features suited for a specific planning purpose. The discussion that follows of these types of planning will show how they all serve a purpose in an overarching comprehensive approach to federal government planning.
Deliberate Planning:
Deliberate planning, also called contingency planning exists throughout the government.
Deliberate planning is the means by which departments and agencies write plans for responding to Organizations often falter when they rely only on well-laid plans to address crises. Deliberate plans require amending and augmentation through crisis planning to become relevant to an actual emergency.
Crisis Action Planning:
Leadership within a crisis requires the best information and options to take action. Crisis action planning uses the basic planning process to assist leaders to expedite making decisions during a crisis.
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Crisis action planning also assists leaders with little time by adapting or operationalizing an existing deliberate plan. Successful crisis action planning depends upon experienced planning practitioners and a culture of planning within an organization. Crisis action planning applies to actual situations. Usually, crisis action planning begins upon the first indications of a rapidly unfolding event. Organizations use this rapid type of planning to stabilize the situation and to gain the operational initiative. Once response operations can comfortably manage the effects of the event, planners forecast the future requirements.
Planning within a crisis or during an event requires planners who understand the basic planning process.
The method for planning within a crisis involves rapid execution. Planners take shortcuts and omit details documented in deliberate plans. Crisis planners bring existing deliberate plans up-to-date and make them relevant to the event. Not all crisis action planning efforts require life-and-death immediacy. The actual event and situation dictate the time allotted for planning. When an incident occurs, planners will attempt to find an existing plan that may address the problem. In the event a deliberate plan addresses the problem, basic planning process validates the assumptions and facts of the plan. The crisis action planning methodology adapts the existing plan to the situation at hand, saving time in the initial response.
If no plan exists, crisis planners will establish a quick understanding of the situation and mission. This understanding will drive the options for action. Development of multiple options or a single course of action depends upon time available. As the situation stabilizes, the planning horizon lengthens and plans become more detailed. FEMA's response to Hurricane Katrina exemplifies existing crisis action planning.
Hurricane Katrina first threatened the U.S. and made landfall crossing the Florida peninsula days earlier. As the initial response to Katrina's landfall was unfolding in Florida, attention shifted focus to the Gulf of Mexico where Katrina re-strengthened and moved northward. Federal resources were already responding to Florida from all across the east coast and Gulf region. Crisis action planning quickly identified the requirement for a second group of federal resources to address the potential of Katrina making landfall again elsewhere. To the credit of FEMA planning, a full day before Katrina made landfall in New Orleans, Federal resources were in-place and awaiting the official call for assistance from Louisiana's Governor. In both Florida and Louisiana, the deliberate plans written for the 2005 hurricane season, much like the plans used in the Hurricane Pam exercise, provided the basis for response.
Crisis action planning is a key element to an overarching planning system. Whether making a deliberate plan relevant or conducting planning from scratch within an event, it is important for an organization to have the capability to plan during an event. Examples of exercise and actual crisis action planning activities highlight how important this type of planning is to all levels of government. Any planning system that professes a comprehensive approach to planning must contain crisis action planning as a key basic element.
Program Planning
Deliberate and crisis action planning does not address all of the requirements of an overarching different from deliberate and crisis action planning because the basic planning process is not used.
Analyzing the situation or context identifies the current needs and assets along with separating the symptoms from the problems. Setting priorities builds involvement and ownership. Planners establish priorities in light of the resources that are available to help achieve the required outcomes and impact.
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Designing an action plan incorporates partners to establish the actions taken to reach the required outcomes and impact. Implementing the plan involves all participants in the planning process. The most important feature of the program planning process is the feedback mechanisms. The plan is revised or restarted based upon the constant feedback from evaluation. Evaluating feedback from inputs, outputs, outcomes and impacts drives the iterative process of program planning.
The Cooperative Extension logic model produces two products, a plan of action and a long-term program. With in-depth problem analysis and an established priority, participants create and implement a plan of action to begin the program. The plan of action identifies feedback mechanisms for understanding the system inputs, outputs, outcomes, and impacts feed the direction of subsequent actions to take to FEMA recovery and mitigation planners assess the potential long-term effects of the impending storm. Recovery and mitigation planners assist in the response crisis action planning to set the conditions for a successful long-term recovery program. Demographics, economics, infrastructure and population density all affect the requirements for a long-term recovery effort. Evacuees seek shelter and require temporary housing and a plan for return. Before the impending storm sheds a drop of rain on land, interagency recovery program planning has begun. Thus, programmatic recovery planning often parallels crisis action response planning. Crisis action planning becomes top priority as the hurricane makes landfall. Alerted resources deploy as close to the impacted area as is deemed safe. Operations begin as soon as the hurricane force winds subside. Life saving and sustaining operations are the focus of response planning. Response planning efforts seek to stabilize the situation within 72 hours after impact. Joint Preliminary Damage Assessments with state officials provide the basis for decisions as to which areas are safe to re-populate. The initial plan for long-term community recovery takes shape and is supported by response efforts.
As the situation stabilizes and lives are no longer in immediate danger, the program planning that started before landfall then takes priority. Recovery and mitigation planners assist and guide state officials in the Long Term Community Recovery Planning Process.
32 Community recovery could take years or even decades, depending on the severity and location of the storm's effects. Deliberate planning sets a baseline from which to start a response based upon a scenario cooperatively agreed upon by interagency partners. Crisis action planning adapts the deliberate plan to the actual situation when a hurricane threatens. As the situation becomes clearer, program planning begins to address the potential long-term effects. Parallel crisis action and program planning drive response and recovery actions. Any one or two of the planning types could not address all of the applications required. All three types of planning, deliberate, crisis and program, guided by a common purpose, are required for a comprehensive approach to planning. Three types of planning existed throughout federal departments and agencies prior to Homeland Security Presidential Directive -8. Deliberate planning produced plans for identified future threats. Crisis action planning supported rapid decision making and adaptation of deliberate plans.
Program planning is the basis for all ongoing and long-term government actions. A national planning system cannot be comprehensive without all three types of planning.
Comparing Origin and Mandate
Problems encountered during the implementation of IPS also highlight problems with civilian organizations attempting to apply military doctrine. Given that HSPD -8, Annex -I created a hasty twomonth timeframe in which to fulfill the mandate to create an integrated approach to national planning, The IPS and the JOPES intend to serve similar purposes. IPS was an attempt to create an overarching national planning system. JOPES is the sum of policies, procedures, formats, and automated networks. JOPES also contains elements of a comprehensive planning system such as education and training and involvement of external partners. JOPP is the planning process within the overarching planning system, JOPES. IPS focused almost solely on the procedures and formats for writing plans. Plan writing is the key relationship between IPS and JOPP. HSPD-8, Annex-I identifies IPS' purpose to standardize a comprehensive approach and provide guidance for the conduct of planning. JOPES outperforms IPS in succeeding to accomplish that mandate. Here is the first reason to believe that JOPP, a planning process, was the chosen model for IPS. IPS defines two purposes for IPS. First is to fulfill the requirement for a standardized planning system as set forth by HSPD-8, Annex-I by creating a how-to guide for federal contingency planning. Secondly, IPS supports the development of a family of related planning documents from national strategic to tactical. 34 IPS's purpose focuses on deliberate plan writing.
What is missing is the alignment of the existing elements of federal government planning to achieve a comprehensive approach to planning. This is another reason to believe that JOPP instead of JOPES Step 6 both end with COA Approval. At this point, "The leader will approve the COA recommended by the planning team or direct the team to start over." Differences in titles such as phases and steps do not undermine the fundamental similarities between the processes. Sub-tasks in each process are almost identical. Unlike JOPP, IPS requires the input and agreement of all departments and agencies involved to move forward. Within IPS, competing authorities and statutes must be resolved and a consensus, created unlike disputes within JOPP that are decided upon by a commander. Despite the differences at the end of the process, IPS seems to show direct lineage to JOPP.
Comparing the planning products of different planning processes may also show a relationship.
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Along with the vast array of planning processes available to use, there is a corresponding array of products. The permutations of planning processes to products are almost infinite. Levels, structures and applications of planning products vary greatly. Showing commonality between two different planning processes' products can again lead to the conclusions about lineage. Comparing the products of both IPS and JOPP will highlight commonality between the two.
Both the Integrated Planning System and Joint Operations Planning Process produce plans for action crossing multiple echelons. IPS classifies plans into five categories: strategic guidance statement, strategic, conceptual, operations and tactical plans. JOPP also covers five levels of planning products:
commander's estimate, base plans, concept plans, operations plans, and supporting plans.
46 IPS strategic guidance statement outlines broad strategic priorities and broad national strategic objectives. 47 The JOPP commander's estimate, a Level 1 plan, provides options to the strategic military leadership. IPS strategic plans define the federal mission, identify authorities, delineate roles and responsibilities, establish mission essential tasks, determine required and priority capabilities, and develop performance and effectiveness 45 Planning products refers to the plans or orders produced by a prescribed planning process. commanders to produce supporting plans that describe how the supporting commanders and staffs intend to achieve their assigned objectives and tasks. 53 Each of these types of plans informs and mutually supports the plans at command levels above and below. A full family of IPS plans spans leadership direction and intent from the highest levels of government to the application of resources in a local crisis.
The structure represented in each type of plan promotes the efficiency of the process. Both planning processes delineate planning at similar levels. The basic structure of both planning systems products are the same. CONPLANs, OPLANS, and subordinate/tactical plans developed under both IPS and JOPP have two basic structural elements, the base plan and relevant annexes. The base plan is a short, conceptual approach to solving a problem. Within both processes, the base plan contains five major sections. Figure 2 compares the steps in each of the planning processes. 48 The Integrated Planning System. In both cases, the situation section provides the plans purpose, a brief description of the background, applicable authorities, a description of the threat, assumptions, and those tasks essential to mission accomplishment. The mission is a reflection of the organization's mission within the current situation. 54 The execution section describes the intent and concept of how to accomplish the mission. The IPS plans address complex interagency crisis response. Hurricane Katrina and other major incidents illustrate the need for all levels of government to plan to prevent, protect against, respond to and 54 At each level or type of plan, the mission differs slightly as the mission of the department/agency/organization adapts into the current situation for the purposes of the plan. The department/agency/organization's overall mission does not change. Given the mandate that drove the requirement for a national planning system, developers reviewed three types of planning that exist in federal government agencies. Comparing the IPS to the Annex -I mandate shows that IPS failed to address several requirements, possibly because its development was rushed. HSPD -8, Annex -I describes, in detail, the development of a standardized national planning process and integration system. In the same paragraph that mandates the two-month suspense for the creation of IPS, Annex -I requires IPS to contain six key elements: Planning doctrine and guidance, plan development criteria, plan refinement and execution criteria, plan cycle alignment across echelons, plan integration across echelons, and all-hazard planning guidance. While developers included sub sections addressing each of these elements within the IPS, there was insufficient detail for accomplishing each requirement.
As just has been discussed the IPS copied the details of the Joint Operations Planning Process and, thus, provided guidance for the structure and contents of a variety of plans. Plans so constructed would inevitably prove useful, but IPS provided no system for planning that addressed the complexity 
Conclusions:
In the wake of the attack on 11 September 2001, President Bush issued a Homeland Security Directive calling for greater national preparedness in order to equip the country to respond to disasters better. The federal response to Hurricane Katrina reinforced the demand for an integrated national preparedness planning system and led in turn to the hastily assembled and short-lived Integrated Planning System. Several contributing factors led to the IPS' early demise. Vague language and a hasty schedule set IPS for failure. An appropriations bill is an inappropriate venue by which to deliver detailed instructions for a planning system of the future. Additionally, none of the mandates for national preparedness and planning required developers to assess the existing planning within the federal government. The first step to addressing a problem is to understand the environment in which the problem exists.
Prior to the 2001 attack on America, existing planning types within the government accomplished agency and department planning goals, but the plans lacked integration. The lack of integration led to uncoordinated execution in the face of both 9/11 and Hurricane Katrina. Deliberate, crisis action, and program planning was found throughout the government. Without an overarching and standardized approach to planning, the federal government lacked the ability to interrelate these disparate plans.
Federal government planning doctrine should have discussed how the different planning methodologies and their products interrelate and how to make them mutually supportive through a basic planning process. However, the press of the two month deadline forced IPS developers to look for an existing planning system to answer the requirements.
A comparison of IPS with the Joint Operations Planning Process shows the origins of IPS. The IPS elements drawn from the military planning model provided the basis for contingency planning. The IPS provided insufficient guidance for crisis action planning and did not address program planning. The IPS, however, did succeed in translating the Joint Operational Planning Process into deliberate plan writing doctrine. Standardization of deliberate planning and products is a necessary element of a national planning system. The methodology for deliberate planning within IPS should be incorporated into a future national planning system, not discarded. While a part of the overall system, deliberate planning did not answer all of the requirements within the mandates.
Implementing the IPS before it could be assessed also led to its failure. Hasty and forced implementation exacerbated resistance to the adoption of the IPS. Investment in proper doctrine development is the key to long-term success. To change an organization's culture on the scale of government planning requires careful planning and execution. Any future attempts to establish organizational change within the federal government should consult the methodologies of experts in the field of organizational change. Investing in proper implementation will assist in lasting and fundamental change within any organization.
Ultimately, the government discontinued the Integrated Planning System as the national planning system because by focusing on developing a doctrine for deliberate plan writing it neglected the requirements for both crisis action and program planning activities. Several contributing factors accelerated the decision to withdraw the Integrated Planning System. The IPS was incomplete and its initial use produced failure which left IPS discredited. An informed review of planning within the federal government and application of findings from a review may contribute to the future efforts to establish a comprehensive approach to national planning as mandated by Presidential Policy Directive -8. The contemporary Presidential Policy Directive -8 now allows time and latitude for the appropriate framing of the environment and problem to address what is required for a comprehensive approach to national planning.
